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PROTECTIVE SERVICES PROVIDED BY 
U.S. SECRET SERVICE 

THTTRSDAY. FEBRUARY 6,  1975 

ITorSE   OF   RKriiESENTATtA'KS, '    ' ' 
• .SuBcoarMiTTEK OX ADMIXISTRATIVE LAW 

AND  GoVEltXMEXTAL   11EI:.VTIO.VS 
OF  THE   COMMnTEE  O.V  THE  .ItlDlCIARY, 

'     ' Washington, B.C. 
The siilwommittee met. pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a.m., in room 

2'2:57 Rayburn House Office Ruildin;]^. Hon. Walter Flowers [chaiiinan 
of the subconunittec] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Flowers, Danielson, Jordan, ^lazzoli, 
Pattison, and ilooihead. 

Also present: William P. Shattuck, counsel, and Alan F. Coffey, .Jr., 
associate counsel. 

Mr. Fi-owEns. Wo can bc<rin now, and will call as the first witness 
Mr. Keller, of the General Accountiug Office, and your a.ssistants may 
also take places at the witness table, Mr. Keller. 

I have a statement submitted by our colleague. Jack Brooks, who 
Ls the principal,appiisor of the bill, H.R. 1214. which I will, without 
objection, have placed in the record at this point along with a copy 
of the bill. 

[The prepai-ed statenient of Hon. Jack Brooks follows:] 

STATEMEXT OF HO.V. JACK BBOOK^, A REPRESENTATIVE IX COI^ORBSS FnoNr THE 
STATE OF TE.\AS 

5Ir. Clmiri^ian, T api)reciat(> this opportunity to present this statement In 
support of H.R. 1244, a biU to estahll.'ih prooetlnres and rcfmlations for certain 
protective services provided by the United States Secret Service. 

An luvpstiBation during the 9.^d Congress hy the Government Activities %vM- 
comnli^tee of the Government Operations Committee revealed that more than 
51" million had heen spent on and in sni)port of private proi)ertles owned and 
utilized by former President Xixon at San Clemente. Calif.: Key Biscayne, 
Fla.; and at the home of a friend in the Bahama Islands. These funds were spent 
for improvements, maintenance, administrative .support, communlcatioiui facili- 
ties, and personnel. Xot all of the fund.s were spent for Improvements on the 
privately-owned presidential properties, hnt none of the funds wonld have 
been spent but for the ownership and maintenance of these several properties 
by the former President. ' 

The (Jovernment Activities Snbcomml'ttee, of which 1 was Chairman, was 
alarmed not only nt the mapnillitde of these expenditures, but also at the type of 
exiH-ndilure we found to be occurrlDK. It was di.scovered that the Amerioan tax- 
payer bad paid $60,000 for a fence around the Key Blscayne compound designed 
as a replica of the fence around the White House. 

The Goveniment paid $2,000 for a shuffleboard nt Key Blscayne. VTe paid for 
heating aystem.-s In private homes at Key BLscayne and at San Clemente—the 
latter one costing over $13,500. 

(1) 



Tlip American public paid for the property sur\'e.Ts n.sed by Mr. Nixon's attorney 
rtiiring tlie settlement proceedings when he purchased tlie property In CaUfornia. 
Tliose proi)erty surveys, wisting over $.1,000. were ordered b.v, delivered to, and 
billed to Mr. Nison's private attorney, Herbert Kalmbach, long before either the 
Secret Service or the General Services Administration actively began planning 
se«-nrlty at that hx-ation. 

The American jieoj^e also paid for a new sewer line, over $5,000 worth of 
lanterns, furniture for the den, and, at one time, were paying more tlian $40,000 
a year for land.scajte maintenance on the Nixon property at San Clemente. Govern- 
ment personnel ])ermanently assigned to these private property locations In San 
Clemente and Key Bi.scnyne were costing over $1.6 million per year. 

After an extensive and very difficult investigation, my S\il»connnittee revealed 
numerous flagrant atnises of the pul)Iic trust tiy higli level government officials, 
including some in the \\lilte House. We dl.scovered that niunagerial responsi- 
bility for the exi)enditure of these millions of dollars was virtually nonexistent. 
Mr. Nixon's jjersonai attorney and architect were being [lerniitted to order items 
costing thousands of dollars and send the bills to the GSA. People in tlie White 
House were directing the GSA to jHTform or pay for routine home-owner services 
and then generate after-the-fact requests from the Secret Service in an effort 
to cover up the true .source of the exiienditures of public funds. 

Not all of the fault lies with the Government agencies. The ver.v fact that a 
President of the T'nited States chose to mnintain three private homes in addition 
to tile Wlilte House and Camp David .sul)jected the American public to the unwar- 
ranted expenditure of millions of dollars. 

Tlie American i)eople do not want to restrict n Pre.-iidenfs mobility, nor to 
Imprison him In the White House. Neither do we want to den.v tlie nece.s.inr.v 
exiieiiditnres to support the activities of Ids office and to protect his safety and 
Wellbeing under all circumstances. The Honse Government Oi><>rations rommittee 
concluded, however, after our investigation that the generosity and trust of the 
Ameii<'an iieople iiad lieen abu.se<l. 

In a reixirt adopted on May 20. 1074, by a vote of 36 to 0 with 2 abstentions, the 
Government Oi>eratlons rommittee made a numlier of recommendations to avoid 
a reiietition of those problems. Along wltii several co-sixinsors, T Introduced leeis- 
lation to carry out tho.se recommendations. That legislation was referred to the 
Judiciary rommittee and to this Subcommittee. 

This Subcommittee held hearings on the bill during the !)3rd Congress and made 
n numl>er of very beneficial suggestions which were incorporated into the legisla- 
tion. The bill, H.R. 17311, was then adopted by the Full Committee and sub.se- 
quently, on Decenilier 10, 1!)74. by a voice vote on the House Floor. I'ofortunntely, 
there was not sufficient time remaining in the 93rd Congress for the Senate to act 
on tlie bill, so I have again introduce<l virtually identical legislation in tlie IMth 
Congress with minor technical corrections. 

Several guidelines were foIlowe<l in drafting the bill. One, the 1)111 does not 
restrict tlie Secret Service in carrying out its legitimate activities. Two. the bill 
does refiuire the Secret Service and other Government agencies to develop mana- 
gerial and fl.sicai controls to reduce opportunities for the blatant misuse of public 
money. Three, the bill unites obligational authority and accountaldlity in one 
Government agency—tlie Se<'ret Service. Four, the bill does not restrict presi- 
dential mobility, lint does provide some guidelines that .should ])reclude a repeti- 
tion of the emliarra.sslng and illegal practices we foun<I. Tliese guidelines sliould 
l>e lieneflcinl to the agencies and to the projierty owners as well. 

I will not take the time to discuss each section of the bill, but will summarize 
briefly the major provlslims. I'nder this legi.slatlon : 

The Secret Service can provide iiermanent security for each iiersou or family 
under its protection at onl.v one nongovernment-owned location at a time. 

Pro<-urenieiits would have to be made by Government iH-rsonnel acting on writ- 
ten requests and with reimbursement from tlie Secret Service. 

Tliere would be no limit on other government agencies' providing temporary 
n.ssistance to the Secret Service. 

Permanent improvements would have to be removed if economically feasible 
or if requested l>y the owner; if the owner does not request tlie removal and tliey 
are not removed, the private owner would liave to reimbursj' the (Jovernment in 
an nmonnt equal to the lncrea.se In the fair marivet value of ids property. 

.Mr. Clialrnian. most of the members of this C<>mniitt<>e are too familiar with 
the abuses that have occurred In the exiienditure of jiublic funds in connection 
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•with the privately-owned proi)ertieR of Mr. Nixon. We cannot again subject the 
American taxpayers to such abuses. Neither can we continue to uml;e such ex- 
lieiiditures at an unlimited uuiul)er of locations. 

Passage of this legislation will be beneficial, not only to tlie American tax- 
pa.vers by precluding tlie misu.se of pulilic funds in tliis manner, but will also 
assist the President, the Vice President, and the Government agencies involved 
by setting forth basic guidelines and limitations as to how public money can be 
spent on privately-owned proi)ertles. This legislation will protect an innocent 
President from embarrassment caused by over-zealous aides seeking to gain favor 
and will [irotect Government officials from pressures of a President or his aides 
who fail to respect the public trust they hold. 

[A copy of H.R. 1244 follows:] 



,„SK.»   H. R. 1244 

IX THE HOUSE OF llliriilKKNTATIVKS 

jANfAiiy 14,1075 ,    .    , 

Mr. BROOKS iiitrodiKTil llic following jjill; wliicli was rcfonod to llie Com- 
mittees on Go\enujicnt Oi>erations and the JiuUciiirv 

A BILL 
To c.stnl)lisli procedures and regulatious for certain protective 

services provided )iy the I'nifod .States Secret Service. 

3 Be ll cudcUd by (he SciKtlc and House of Jh'prcsenta- 

2 tires of the. I'niUd States of Ainerira in Coiujrcss asscmhhd, 

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Presidential Protection 

4 Assistance Act of 11)75". 

5 Si:c. 2. Ill performance of the protective duties of the 

6 United States Secret Service pursuant to section 305G of 

7 title IH of the United States Code (pertaining to the protec- 

8 tion of the President of the United States and other persons) 

9 and the first section of the Act entitled "An Act to authorize 

10 the United States Secret Service to furnish protection to 

31 major im-sidential or vice presidential candidates", approved 

I 
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i Juhe'c/igGS ('PuljlicLaw 90-331'; 82 Stat." 170)', Federal 

2 departments 'arid agencies  shall assist" the TJiiited  Stafes 

3 Secret Service hy—   '     •" '  '             '   • '"'          •• 

4 (1)   providing,   with   reimbursement,   personnel, 

5 equipment, or facilities on a temporary basis;' 

6 (2)   providing, upon advance'-nTitten r'equest'of 

7 tlie Director of the United States Secret Service or Sis 

8 authorized representative and upon reimbursement by 

9 the United States Secret Seh'ice of actual costs^ such 

10 facilities, e(iuipmeut, and services as are required by the 

11 United States Secret Service to provide full-time secu- 

12 rity for each protectee at no more than one property at 

13 a time not in Government ownefship or control, such 

1-t propert\-   ha\ ing   been   designated   by   a   President, 

15 President-elect, former President, or any ofhcr person 

16 entitled to protection under the above provisions of law, 

17 as the one property to be secured under this paragraph. 

18 Where more than one family member is eligible for 

19 Secret Service protection, there shall be only one snoh 

20 designated property allowed per family. However, such 

21 limitation shall not be construed to apply to members 

22 of the immediate family who do not permanently reside 

23 with the person entitled to protection;   ' ' ' • 

24 (3)   providing, upon advance written request ef 

25 the Director of the United States Secret Service or his 

47-058—73 2 
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1 authorized representative and upon reimbursement by 

2 the Secret Service of actual costs, such facilities, equip- 

3 ment, and services, as are required by the United States 

4 Secret Service to secure any other property not in Gov- 

5 crnnient ownership or control to the extent that such 

g expenditures do not cnmulativcly exceed $10,000 at any 

7 one property owned, leased,  occupied,   or  otherwise 

8 utilized by persons entitled to protection under such 

9 sections of title 18 and such Act unless approved by 

10 resolutions adopted by the Committees on Appropria- 

XL tions of the House and Senate, respectively. 

32 SEC. 3. Expenditures by the United Stales Secret Service 

33 for maintaining a i)crnianent guard detail and for permanent 

14 facilhies, equipment, and services to secure non-Government 

15 property owned, leased. occui)ied, or otherwise utilized by 

16 persons entitled to protection under tiic above provisions o£ 

17 law shall be limited to properties described in section 2 (2) 

18 of this Act. 

19 'Si:r. 4. All purchases and conlracts entered into pui-su- 

20 ft»t to sections 2(2), 2 (II), and 0 of ibis Act shall l)C made 

21 ill accordance willi the provisions of llie Federal Property 

22 Aid Administrative Services Act of .1040. 

23 Sl'.C. .'). Xo payments shall lie made pui-suant to this Act 

24 for  .services,   equipment,   or facilities  ordered,  purchased, 

2o leased, or otherwise procured by persons other than officers 
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1 or cnii)loyocs of llic Fedoial G'ovcniiucut duly autlioilzcd by 

2 tlie Director <if tlio United Statcs.Sccrot Service to make sucli 

3 proeiireineiitsi 

4 SEC. G. All iinitroveiiK'uls and otlier'items acquired pur- 

5 suant to tliis Act shall rciiiaiu tlic properly of (lie Federal 

G Govcrnineiit. I'pou (cnnlnaiiou of ciitltlciucnt to Secret Serv- 

7 ice protection or if a President, rresident-elect, former Prc<l- 

8 dent; or other person entitled (o protection under section 

9 ;30")(» of (illc 18 of tlic T'nited States Code and tlic first sec- 

10 tion of llie Act entitled '"An Act (o aulliorize the United 

ni States Secret Service to furnish protection to major Presl- 

32 dential or Vice I'iesidcntial candidates", approved June (5, 

i:; liKJS (Pulilic, Law !)()-;3:)I; 82 Stal. 170) designates a'dif- 

31 fereiit property to he :;o secured, all imiu'ovemcnts' or other 

I'J iivniH shall be removed from llu; oii^inal projK'rty unless it 

]C> is economically unfeasible to do so, as determined by the 

17 linilcd Stales Scciet Service, cx( ejil thai, such improvcmenls 

18 (u- other items shall be removed and the propert}' restored 

3!) to its. original stale, regardless of the determination of ceo- 

20 iioniic. imfeasibilily, if the owner of such property at the time 

'2\. of determination re(piests rcmnVMl. If im])rovemenls or other 

22 items arc not icmovcd, the owner of the property at the lime 

2;l of deli'rminallon shall compensate, the (lovernment for sudi 

21 im|irovcmenfs or i.ilher items to ijio extent lliey liayc in- 
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1 cre^iscd (lie fiiir inarkol vnluc of the property as of the datx;' 

2 of tranisfcr or termination. 

3 SEC. 7. Expenditures under this Act ^hall be from funds. 

4' specificall}- ap|)roprinted to the I'nited Stivtes Secret"Ser^'iee. 

5 for cjirrying' out the provision*; of tliis Art. Public fimds not 

6 so approprifltx'd shall not he used for the purpose of securing 

T any non-goviriimentally-fnvned prnjiierly owned, leased, oc-' 

8 cupied. or otherwise utilized hy persons entitled to protection 

9' under section HOSfi of title IW of the I'nited States Co<k and: 

10 the fii-st s-ectiun of llic Act entitled "An Act to authori«e the' 

11 United Stales Secret Service to fui'nisli protection to niajoi' 

12 juesidcntial or vice presidential candidates", approved Juno 

13 (), liXJS (I'irlilic Law Jlo-:];;i; 82 Stat. 170). • i 

11 Si:c. s. Tiic rniled Slates Sl'criL't l^^mee shall transmit 

l.j a detailed rc[tort of eS;pcnditures ni;tde pilrsuant to this Act 

10 to  tiic ('onmiiltces on  .\pproprialions and Committees on 

17 Oovernni.cnf OiJcntlions (rf (he House of Kepresenlatives and 

18 Senate on Mnrch 31 and September ."K) of each year. 

19 Si:('. 9. K.Kpendituies nuule ptn-suant to this Act shall he 

20 subject lo .'ludit by the ConiptrollerCieneral And his anthor- 

21 izcd representatives, who .shall liave iiccess to all record.s 

22 relatiiiir to siicli expendflures. The Comptroller General shall 

21! Iransniil a niiort of (he results of any such audit to the Com- 

24 mittees on Aiiproprlations nnd Committees on Oovernment 

•2') Operalions of llie House of Representatives and the Senate. 
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1 SEO. 10. Section 2 of the Act entitled "An Act to author- 

2 ize the United States Secret Service to furnish protection to' 

3 major pre'^Idential and vice pfesfderitfal ('arididates", approved 

4 Jime 6, 1968   (PnbHc T^aw 90-331; 82 Stat.  170), is 

5 repealed. ' '"    .•••'•• ••••     ' •• ' 

!' '•      .   •   1    •   ll 

I 

,    I 
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Mr. FLOWERS. A bill, in substantially the same form, was heard 
befoi-e this subcommittee in the last C'ongi-ess, reported favorably to 
the House and passed the House on December 16, 107-1. Mr. Bi-ooks 
was also the principal sponsor of the bill in the last ('ongress. 

We thought it well to move forward rapidly on it in this Congress, 
and that is the purpose of this, which is the first item of business of 
tlie subcommittee in this 94th Congress. 

I would like to say, Mr. Keller, we welcome you to the sul)conmiittee. 
I know you testified in the previous hearuig on it before, and we will 
be delighted to hear what you have to say about it. 

If Mr. Moorhead has any opening remarks, or any other membeis 
of the subcommittee, they may speak now. 

Mr. MooRiiEAD. Mr. Chairman, I think the major concern that 
many of us have is the protection granted to families of ex-Presidents, 
which has proliferated in recent years to the extent that it is pretty 
hard to convince ourselves or the American people that tiic type and 
extent of protection offered is really necessar-y. 

One of the (Congressmen who served on tliis subcommittee last year 
said during the hearings that we were apparently building up a 
monarchy in this country where we expected people who served in 
high office and their families to be treated all their lives in such a way 
that the^- weie held apail from the rest of the public. 

We had information that a third of a million dollars was being 
spent a year on each of the wives of former Presidents when, most of 
them, probably don't need any protection at all. 

What we are trying to do is to bring some rhyme or reason into 
an area that really has gotten out of hand. I think what would lx> 
most helpful for us is for you to tell us where we can bring this thing 
luider control and still give the protection that is absolutely necessary 
for our Presidents and ex-Presidents. I am almost certain that there 
will be a bill tliat will come out and tluit will be a most important 
piece of legislation. But could you give us some information that tells 
us where we can do the job without damaging the overall protection 
tiiat is really necessary. 

Mr. FLOWERS. Mr. Mazzoli, do you have a statement at this point ? 
Ml'. MAZZOLI. None, Mr. Chairman; except I had a chance, being new 

to the committee, to study the material that Mr. Brooks sent to us 
yesterday and to read the report of the committee on the 93d Congi-ess 
on dealing witli this very bill. Perhaps Mr. Keller's stat<»n)ent, which I 
haven't had a chance to look at, Avould answer one or two areas of 
inquiry that I will have. 

This is a very important area. I think we saw how the system was 
abused, and we hope that perhaps the input of this committee might 
prevent the abuses in the future. 

Mr. FLOWERS. Mr. Pattison. 
Mr. PATTISOX. NO, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. FLOWERS. WC will hear from you at this point, Mr. Keller, 
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TESTIMONY OF ROBERT F. KELLER, DEPUTY COMPTROLLER GEN- 
ERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, ACCOMPANIED BY IRVINE M. 
CRAWFORD, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, GENERAL GOVERNMENT 
DIVISION 

Mr. KELLER. Tliank you. Mr. Chairman, and members of the sub- 
committee, Fii-st, I would like to introduce Mr. Crawford, A.ssociate 
Director of our (ieneral (iovernment IJivision, who was re.sponsible for 
the work w-e did in connection with Key Biscayne and San Cleniente 
last year. 

As you know, and as you just mentioned, Mr. Chairman, we ap- 
peared before your subcommittee on August 21, 1{)74, to testify on 
H.U. 114J)y, a iDill somewhat similar to the one under consideration 
today. Our testimony was based primarily on a review we had made 
of the expenditures for pi-otective purposes at Key liiscayne and San 
Clemente which resulted in a report by the Comptroller General to the 
Congress dated December IS, 1!)7;5. The principal reconunendations 
in our report were that appropriations for expenses of private resi- 
dences for Presidential pi-otection should be made to the Secret Service 
and no otlier funds should be available for that purpose. 

Second, the accounting system of the Secret Service should i-equire 
the expenses at private residences for protection purposes be author- 
ized by the Director or the Dei)uty Director of tlie Service. 

Tiiird, the Secret Service should make an annual public report to 
the Congress showing in as much detail as security will allow expendi- 
tures made on private premises. 

And last, the report made by the Secret Service should be subject to 
audit by (4AO and GAO should Ix' given complete access to all records, 
files, and documents supporting expenditures made by the Service. 

In addition, we suggested that the Congress might wish to consider 
limiting the number of private residences at whicix permanent pro- 
tective facilities would be provided for the President. 

These recommendations were consistent with the changes in law- 
proposed in H.R. 1149{) except for the GAO audit provision, whicii 
was later included. Turning now to the bill under consideration. U.K. 
1"244. we believe that it is consistent with all the principal recommen- 
dations made by the GAO in its report. There are only two relatively 
minor comments which we wish to offer. First, we suggested in prior 
testimony that the language in section 2—and that is the language 
which i-equires complete reimbui-sement with lesjject to reimbui-sement 
of certain costs where military equipment and men are used. We don't 
know why this suggestion was not adopted but we will point out 
again that there may l)e difficulties in costing the services on a satis- 
factory basis as will be a necessity for some substantial increases in 
Seciet Sei-vice appropriations. I raise it for your consideration. 

The second question was raised by us at the hearings la.st. sunmier 
concerned what would be a reasonable amount to allow for facilities, 
equipment and services to be provided by the Secret Service in secui- 



. iBg,^i¥ iv^Jjacty. luidei- sectioH 2(3). This is the iyiditioiial pvopertj 
othec tliaji tlic OJie perninnent rpsidence. 

The bill under consideratiojl last ymv pi-ovidod^hat such e.vpciidi- 
t4ires roidd not tunndatively exceed $5,000. We st&ted that if pa:;t 
a.ssistance provided by GSA to the Secret Service at ot;her than a 
principal residence is taken as a measure of what is required, the $5,000 
limitation was toA low. We cited examples where (jrand Cay in the 
Kaliamas was visited by President Nixon and tlia Hay Wood Eanch 
in Texas owned by President Johnson. 

On the basis of Avhat we found in making our reprti* last year, wc 
believe that the $10,000 as presently jii-ovided in tlie bill is nnich moi-e 
TOasonal)te'tiian the $5,000. In addition, the bill under consideration 
introduoT« a measure of flexibility by pi-ovidiiijj tliat additional 
amounts tnay be expended if ai)pi-oved by resolution of the Appro- 
priations Committees of the IJouse Jtnd Senftte^ So in tiio case of real 
emeroencv there would l3t> a control by Congress if they were to go 
over the $10,000 limitation. 

That concludes my prepaivd statement. We believe the bill under 
consideration is the type of bill that we would i-ecommend a.s a result 
of oui- review of tlie San Clemente and Key Biscayne exjtenditures 
last year. We think it builds in a system of accountability wliich wasn't 
present in connection with the Key Biscayne and San Clemente 
activity. 

Theie was a great deal of difficulty for iB-indeterniiiang wlio au- 
thorized certain cxi^nditures. hoAV they came about, etv. 

The bill tiiat you have uiuler consideration would require that the 
determination as to the necessity for the expenditures be made V)y' 
the Director of tiu^ Secret Service, and in addition yon have an addi- 
tional control in that the Secret Service will be required to use its 
own money rather than somebody else's. 

Under the j^rior situation the Secret Service did hare authority by 
C^ongress to call on any agency of the Oorernment to •furnish services 
without reimbursement. i 

Mv. FL0fw>:ns. We appreciate that. Mr. Keller. I don't think I have 
any specific questions that you havj", npt already laid to-rest, so to-' 
sjwak. Section lil.H) of the jji-espjit bill now (contains a limit of $10,000 
rather than $5,000 at other ])roperties in addition to the primary one, 
so that is taken cait« of already. I don't hav^ any further qnestions 
that J will direct to you or your associate.' • -• 
' Mr. Moorhead, do you? •   i.       •-'' "'        .' 

Mr. MooRHEAB. Last year, we were considering an amendment that 
Would litnit tile amount of protection gis-en to widows of ex-1'resi-' 
dents. AVitli tlie ex])erience that you have had. do you think the degree' 
of protection that is now l)eii)g given is really neces.<;ai'y? 

Mr. KEU-EU. I really can't answer that, Mr. Moorheatl. because I 
tliink the (lAO is not in a ^x'sition to judge the necessityfor stn-ui'ity 
precautions to be taken. I tliinkthut is up to the Secret Service. In our 
study last year—correct me if I am wrong. Mr. Cra^vford—we did 
not get into this area. '• >: , •   •  : 

1 might add tiiat we are i)resently making a review as to the expendi- 
tures that liave taken place at Key Biscayne and San Clemente since 
President Nixon resigned last August. 
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Mr. MooRiiEAD. I think one of the things that concerns some of us 
is the fact that protection lasts for many, many years, when tliere is 
no longer any obvious danger. I think President Cleveland's widow- 
was still alive in the 1940's, so if we had had this kind of a sj'stem 
then, she might have gotten it for 50 years after he was dead. 

It is just a question of whether our taxpayers should be recjuired to 
pay this kind of expense. 

Mr. KEIXER. I have to defer the question to the Secret Service. 
I think the Service is in a better position to answer as to the need. 

On its face, I would have to agree with you, but there may be 
mattere I am not aware of where there is a security problem of some 
kind. 

Mr. MoomiE.VD. Under the bill that we presently have, section 9 
especially makes some changes in our practices. Can you live with 
this bill and perform the duties that you have adequately under the 
bill as it is now constituted i 

Mr. KELLER. We are very well satisfied with the bill, Mr. Moorhead, 
and section 9 was put in at our suggestion last year. In our dealings 
in Key Biscaync and San Clemente, we did not have any real problem 
of getting access to tlie records of the Secret Service. We suggested 
section 9 only as a precautionary measure because in the future things 
might cliange. We thought it would be well to have a clear require- 
ment in the law that we should have complete access to the records 
for audit purposes. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. I have no further questions. 
Mr. FLOWERS. Mr. Mazzoli. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I have some questions. One is to what extent is the Government 

responsible for protecting the persons of the Presidential family? Is 
there an age limit on how long this kind of protection continues? 

Mr. KELLER. It is sot out in the law in title 18. section 3056 the law 
requires tlie Secret Sei'vice, subject to the direction of the Secretaiy, 
to protect the person of the President of the United States, the mem- 
bers of his immediate family, the President-elect, the Vice President, 
or other officers next in order of succession to the Presidency and the 
Vice President-elect, and to protect the person of a former President 
and his wife during his lifetime the person of a widow of a former 
President imtil her death or remarriage and minor children of a for- 
mer President until they reach the age of 16 unless such protection 
is declined. 

While we are on tliis subject, I would like to bring up another 
matter which may not be germane to this bill, but with which we 
have had some problems in the past, and .some differences with the 
Secret Service. 

You may recall we had the Vice President Agnew situation last year 
where he received protection for some time after he left office. We 
have construed the authority of Secret Service to protect pei-sons in 
as limited to those person-s defined in the law. 

That has caused some problems. I would suggest the committee may 
want to look at these provisions and see if it wants to broaden them 
out and po.ssibly give the President .some discretion to order protection 
in certain cases. 

47-038—7S ^8 
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Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. K!cller, you brought up one thing I would like to 
go into in just a second. First, I note that section 2 of our bill indicates 
that there is an opportunity for the Secret Service to pi'otcct more 
than one residence in the event that part of the Presidential family— 
presumably minor children—don't live with the President. I refer to 
the words ""Where more than one family member is eligible for Secret 
Service protection there shall be only one designation of property is 
allowed per family." The bill further provides that this would not 
apply when family members do not permanently reside with the 
President. 

I assume that would be a minor child going to a boarding school 
somewhere away from Washington. Do you read it tliat way ? 

Mr. KELLER. Yes; I would read it that way. That provision, I 
believe, was put in in connection with consideration of the bill last 
to take care of a situation where a President would own a residence, 
his wife might oAvn a residence, and I think the committee was trying 
to pin it down to make it a family situation. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. It seems to me again we are talking about the problem 
of proliferation of pi-otection. and it seems to me you can have a Presi- 
dential family because of children going to different boarding schools 
strewn out all over the continent and we would have Secret Service 
people all over the place and communications networks that would run 
the taxpayer a considerable amount per year. That concerns me. Are 
you satisfied that this is a reasonable limitation on what can be done ? 

Mr. KELLER. I am personally satisfied with it. I don't know how to 
get around the problem because if a President has minor children 
who are away in school, they are entitled to protection. I presume 
they are subjected to threats on occasion, and I think it would be a 
mistake to limit the situation if tlieir security is involved. 

ilr. MAZZOLI. I.«t me ask you tliis question, Mr. Keller. Does some- 
body liave the right of oversight or the right of determining tlie 
propriety of expending sums on permanent changes in facilities with 
respect to the Presidential family that might be, by reason of school- 
ing, in several different cities, or is this a Secret Service decision, 
thougli it comes from their budget, which is not reimbursable? 

Mr. KELLER. Under the law it would be up to Secret Service to 
make the determination. I don't know anyone oflliand who could over- 
rule them. Perhaps the Secretary of the Treasury, but the law speaks 
to the Director of the Secret Service; it does not speak to the Secretary. 

Mr. MAZZOI-I. Ix^t me ask you this: You mentioned former Vice 
President Agncw. and I was going to i*efer to his house in Kensington. 

As I understand, and I saw some of the pictures that were run in 
tlie newspaper about the guardhouse put up and the brick fences and 
all this type of thing, and correct me if I am wrong—but I understand 
he was aggi-andized in the eventual sale of that property by the instal- 
lations made at the taxpayers' expense. 

Would this bill we have before us prevent that kind of thing from 
happening? 

Mr. KELI^EK. Yes: I thiiik it would. Perhaps some of the work done 
by Secret Service did enhance the value of the property. At the same 
time I think we ha\e had a very fast growing real estate market in 
Washington, which probably had something to do with the increased 
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price. And then I suppose that being the residence of a former Vice 
President could have enhanced the value. 

But under the provision of section 6 of the bill it very specifically 
says that all improvements shall remain the property of the Govern- 
ment and that they shall be removed after the protectioii is over. If 
they are not removed, the owner of the property at the time of the 
termination is required to compensate the Government for such im- 
provements to the extent they have increased the fair market value of 
the property. 

So if it did increase the value of the property, the Government 
would be entitled to payment from the owner of the propert.y. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Would you explain, then, "these items shall be re- 
moved at the termination of the protection, unless it is determined 
by the U.S. Secret Service that it is economically unfeasible to do so." 

Does that change the net effect of what you just told me? 
]Mr. KELLER. NO. sir. I don't believe so. If the Government deter- 

mines it is economically impossible to do so. that would make sense 
from the Government's standpoint. 

I think of an example of a wall. You tear down a wall and you 
have some used bricks. You can't move a brick wall. The Secret Service 
might well make a detemiination that it isn't worth removing the wall, 
but the way I Avould interpret the bill, if the property is enhanced by 
the wall being put in there, the owner would have to pay fair market 
vahie for the enhancement. 

But there is another provision m the bill which I think is a good 
one. If the owner says. "I don't care what it is worth, this thing is an 
eyesore to me and t want it out," the Government would have the 
responsibility to take it out. 

r\Ir. MA/,Z()I,I. "V\TIO determines whether or not it is economically 
feasible or unfeasible? 

Mr. KELLER. That determination would be made by the Secret 
Service. 

Mr. M-vzzoLi. So they decide  
Mr. KEIXER. Yes. 
^Ir. MAZZOLI. If that wall that the Secret Service originally con- 

structed for security purposes is upcm termination of protection deter- 
mined by the owner of the property, say, a former Vice President, to be 
an eyesoi-e. a disgrace to the i^roperty, he could order it removed at our 
expense ? 

Mr. KELLER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. On the other hand, if the Secret Service felt unilater- 

ally that i( was unfeasible to remove that wall, then the owner would 
be required to keep it and to paj^ the United States any enhanced prop- 
erty value unless lie elected to have it torn down ? 

Mr. KELI J:R. That is the provision in section 6. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. And yon are satisfied that is protection enough to the 

American people? 
Mr. KELLER. I don't know how much further you could go. That is 

my problem. There would be, I assume, some problem of determining 
did it enhance the property, liow much, and I think you would have to 
get outside appraisers to woi-k that with you. 
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Mr. MAZZOLI. SO you have flexibility in this bill or any other statutes 
on the books to allow some oversight on determinations of what prop- 
erty values are and what has been, for instance, an enhancement to the 
property ? 

Mr. KELLER. The General Accounting Office has authority to look at 
any transactions of the Government. We could question them, but we 
couldn't say, "You can't do it." 

In this area I wouldn't think we could ovcrnile the determination, 
but we coiild sure look at it and make a report to this committee and 
say we don't think it is a good determination. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Thank you, Mr. Keller. 
Mr. FLOWERS. Mr. Pattison. 
Mr. PA'rrisoN". No questions. 
Mr. FLOWERS. MS. Jordan. 
Ms. JORDAN. No questions. 
Mr. FLOWERS. Thank you very nuich, Mr. Keller, we appreciate 

your testimony, and 1 am sure it will be considered by the sub- 
conmiittee. 

We will now invite Mr. Boggs. Mr. Long, and Mr. Hill, of the 
Secret Service, to join us at the witness table. I believe you have some- 
one else with you, too. 

Mr. Boggs is Deputy Director of the U.S. Secret Service, and he 
has with him Mr. Long and Mr. Hill, who are Assistant Directors. 

TESTIMONY OF LILBUEN E. BOGGS, DEPUTY DIRECTOE, U.S. SECRET 
SERVICE, ACCOMPANIED BY CLINTON J. HILL, ASSISTANT DIREC- 
TOR, PROTECTIVE FORCES; FRANCIS A. LONG, ASSISTANT 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION: AND ROBERT McBRIEN. SPECIAL 
ASSISTANT FOR SPECIAL LEGISLATION AND PROJECTS 

Mr. BoGos. Yes; and I would introduce MT". Hill, Assistant Director, 
Protective Forces; Mr. Long, Assistant Director. Administration; 
Mr. McBrien. Special Assistant for Special Legislation and Projects. 

-Mr. FLOWERS. Very good. We will be happy to hear fioni you. 
Mr. Boons. I do have a statement, very much the same statement 

I made at the last meeting. 
We are pleased to aj^ppar before you and the other distinguished 

members of this committee to present the views of tlie U.S. Secret 
Service regarding H.K. Ti-li, a bill to establish procedures and regu- 
lations for certain protective services provided by tlie U.S. Secret 
Service. 

At tlic beginning, I should tell you that the concerns that prompted 
tlic introduction of the bill before you today have already been the 
subject of a caieful review by the House and Senate Subcommittees 
on Appropriations that have the responsibility for recommending 
funds for the operations of the Secret Service and for overseeing the 
expenditure of the amounts appropriated l)y the Congress. At the 
direction of the Subcommittees on A])propriations and with the as- 
sistance of their stall's, we have developed a comprehensive procedure 
for the acquisition of space, alterations, and services at locations in- 
volving protective operations. 
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With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit copies 
of these procedures for the consideration of the members of the com- 
mittee and for insertion in the record. 

Mr. FLOWERS. We will certainly receive that. 
[The information referred to follows:] 

DEPABTMENT OP THE TREASURY, 
UNITED STATES  SECRET SERVICE, 

Washinifton, B.C., February 22, 297^. 
Memorandum 
To:  Deputy  Director, Assistant Directors, Assistants to the Director,  Legal 

Counsel, AU SAIC's and Division Cliiefs. 
From: Director. 
Subject: Procedure for the acquisition of space, alterations, and services at 

locations involving protective operations. 
Attached are revised procedures covering the acquii?ition of space, alterations, 

and services at locations involving protective operations. Those procedures are 
effective Immediately. 

As indicated in the procedures, all approved work will be monitored jointly 
by the Office of .\dminlstration and the operational office involved. Any neces.^ary 
adjustments in the action requested will be conveyed to the initiating office 
through the appropriate Assistant Director for the operational office Involved. 

It is expected that these procedures will be strictly followed. Any deviations 
therefrom must have the expreas written approval of the Deputy Director. 

Additional copies of SS Form No. 1911 may be obtained from the Adminis- 
trative Operations Division in the usual manner. 

H. S. KNIGHT. 
Attachment. 

PROCEDURES  FOB THE ACQUISITION  OF   SPACE,  ALTERATIONS,  AND  SERVICES AT 
LOCATIONS INVOLVINO PROTECTIVE OPERATIONS 

1. Purpose.—The purpose of these procedures is to establish a uniform method 
iu the Secret Service for the acquisition of space, alterations, and other services 
at  locations  involving protective  operations. 

2. Scope.—These procedures are applicable to all Secret Service Offices, 
Divisions, Details, or other groups who have been as.signed the dtity to provide 
protection to persons, places, or Oiings. Included in this coverage arc operations 
at both Government-owned and Government-lea.sed sites and property, as well 
as privately-owned or leased sites and property. 

3. General Coverage.—These procedures cover ail work performed or to be 
performed, together witli any related expenditures for all space, alterations, 
services, equipment, furniture, and all other items of tangible property which 
are furnished, installed, constructed, repaired, or altered by or at the request 
of the United States Secret Service, including those items that are physically 
attaehe<l or made a permanent part of any structure, property, site, or other 
physical entity. 

4. Survry or Requirements.—The Secret Service will conduct its usual survey 
to determine what measures are necessary to provide the desired level of 
protection. 

5. Request for Authorisation and Performance.—Requests for work or expendi- 
tures described in paragraph 3 above will be documented as indicated on SS 
Form No. 1!)11, including all pertinent justiflcations and specifications. The cost 
estimate will Include Information obtained from the General Services Adminis- 
tration, wliere apiiropriate. When required, use plain paper for continuation 
sheets. Requests will be deemed to Include all necessary future replacements, 
maintenance, and repairs relating to the work or other Items specifically requested. 

6. Proposed Recovery of Equipment and/or Restoration Required.—Items of 
equipment that the Secret Service proposes to recover at tlie tcrniinntion of the 
mission will be clearly spelled out on SS Form No. 1911, together with any 
restorations that appear to be required. It should bo understood that in .some 
Instances, It may not be practical or economically feasible at some future date 
to recover items and make restorations as contemplated at the time the work 
was originally performed. 
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7. Concurrence of Proteotee or His Designee when Either Privately-owned or 

Leased Property is Involved.—Prior to the commencement of any work on 
prlvately-ownc'd or privately-leased projierty, the concurrence for such work that 
is required to be performed will be obtained by the requesting office from the 
protectee or his designated representative. When representatlTes are designated 
to act for protectees, such authorizations shall be obtained in vvritinj: from the 
particular protectee involved. Such concurrence shall not be considered as agree- 
ment by the protectee to the proposed recovery or restoratioii proposed in the 
request. 

8. Processing of 88 Fonn No. 1911, "Request for Space, Alterations, Equip- 
ment, and Services at Locations Involving Protective Operations".—SS Form No. 
1011 will be initiated by the appropriate Special Agent in Charge or Assistant 
Director involved. Cost estimates will be determined by the requesting otfice in 
conjunction with the Administrative Operations Division In the Office of Admin- 
istration. Any cost information required from the General Servces Administra- 
tion will be obtained by the Administrative Operations Division, which will also 
.•serve as the contacting office with that agency. After the requisite approvals and 
certifleations as to the availability of funds has been obtained, the Administrative 
Olierations Division will issue the appropriate job order.s. purchase orders, or 
contracts, as the case may be. The performance of any work required will be 
monitored jointly by the Admini.><trative Operations Division and the appropriate 
Special Agent in Charge or Assistant Director involved. 

9. Emergency Procedures.—When an emergency arLses and time does not permit 
the processing of SS Form No. 1911 In the usual manner, all requests, concur- 
rences, and approvals required by these procedures may be processed orally. Any 
such emergency oral actions shall be confirmed by the submission of SS Form No. 
1911 with a clieck mark in the "Confirmation'' block as soon as possible thereafter, 
preferably witlilu 24 hours. 

10. Accounting and Reporting.—Costs will be accumulated for each location in- 
dicating whether the property is Government-owned or leased or privately-owned 
or leased. Any reports or notices required by law pertaining to tlie activities 
covered by those procedures will have the concurrence of the agencies involved. 
I.e., Secret Service and the General Services Administration. 

Effective July 1, 107-1, all costs Incurred under these procedures will lie funded 
from the appropriation of tlie United States Secret Service. Appropriate reports 
of the activities performed and the costs incurred under these procedures will 
be made to the Appropriations C<immlttees of the Congress. 

11. Effective Date.—The requirements spelled out in these procedures are 
effective immediately. The Director's memorandum of October 15. 1973, subject 
•'Space for Trotectees," FiJe No. 530.0 (x 610.0) is hereby rescinded. 

H. S. KNIOBT. 
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Mr. BoGGs. In reviewing the procedui-es you will note they are all 
encompassing, and include operations at both privately owned or 
leased sites and property as well as Government-owned or leased sites 
and property. In addition to meeting the concerns of the House and 
Senate Subcommittees on Appropriations, they take into account and 
implement the recommendations of the Comptroller General in his 
report to the Congress entitled "Protection of the President at Key 
Biscayne and San Clemente (With Information on Protection of Past 
Presidents)" B-155950. 

A comparison of the procedures with H.K. 1244 indicates that sec- 
tions 4 and 5 are covered luider existing statutes, as is section 9, with 
the exception of the reporting requirements. The sections of the bill 
not addressed by our procedures are those that would hamper Secret 
Service operations by placing limitations on the amount of funds 
that could be expended, the restriction of permanent protection to 
one location, and the elimination of the assistance provided to the 
Secret Service by other agencies without reimbursement. In our view, 
all of these latter items are of grave concern to us in that they will 
either seriously impede the level of pi'otection that we can provide, 
or result in some instances in a greater expenditure of funds than 
would otherwise be the case, and cause serious problems for the Secret 
Service in predicting budgetary requirements. In this regard, the 
repeal of section 2 of the act of June 6, 1968 (Public Law 90-331), is 
of particular concern to us. 

With the indulgence of the committee, it might be appropriate at 
this point to review the evolution of tlie assistance provided by other 
agencies to the Service in carrj'ing out its protective responsibilities. 

As j'ou know, the operations of the Secret Service were carefully 
reviewed by the President's Commission on the Assassination of Presi- 
dent Kennedy, better known as the Warren Commission. In its report, 
the Commission made substantial recommendations relative to the 
level of protection being a Horded the President. In its report, the 
Commission mentioned, among other things, that the protection of 
the President is in a real sense a Governmentwide responsibility 
which must necessarily be assumed by various Government agencies. 
The Commission further stated that "protecting the Piesident is a 
difficult and complex task which requires full use of the best resources 
of many parts of our Government. Recognition that the responsibility 
must be shared increases the likelihood that it will be met." 

Subsequent to the Commission report, the Secret Service made 
arrangements with various Government agencies for their specialized 
support, as the need arose without any provision for reimbursement. 
Tliese informal arrangements were the basis for the express statutory 
authority contained in section 2 of Public Law 90-331. In its report 
on the bill the Senate Committee on Appropriations stated: 

The proposed language will provide specific authorization of a long-established 
practice of utilizing other Federal departments in the protective assignments. 
This assistance may include, but is not limited to, the provision of personnel and 
facilities for intelligence gathering, medical, transportation, and communications 
purposes. It eliminates any doubt of the legal basis for such practice and assures 
Treasury direction of the protective functions. 
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When "the ((mfereTice repm't on the bill (H.R. 10488) was.called up 
bpfore thn House, tlie following statements were made: 

Last week, we paye support to tlio President's emereeiicy acHoii. A resolution 
(H..T. 12'.r2) wa« ado(>tert liy llotli Houses—and sifnied by tbe President on the 
same day—<o provide authority for llie safeguarding of I'residential candidates. 
We also wr(»te into i)eriuanent law tlie riglit of tlie Se<-ret Serviep to call upon 
the personnel and facilities of all (Joverniuent asencies to as>(ist in Hie protection 
of our I'residents and Presidential candidates. 'While this hswi long been tlw 
custom, there had been no stattitor.r authority for tlil.s action. 

Our attention lias also been focused once asain on the need for other Federal 
departments and ageiieies to assist the Secret Service in its ])rotective fiinetioiis. 
Tbis need was stressed vigorousl.v by the AVarren Coiumission. As tbe nuinlier 
<if persons sul).iect to Secret Service protection and the amount of their travel 
has inereawed over tlie yearis, the.se protective fuuctiouH liave ibecojue a govern- 
ment-wide responwibility.     . , 

. The ta.sli of protectiiif: our Presidents involves far more than the avaibibility 
of trained asents. It recpiires the coordination of all law enforcement agencies 
for intelliRence jfatherinj;, tlie availal)ility of safe transportation facilities and 
ftdenuafe eommunlcations to reacii remote areas, healtli and scientific expertise 
to test food and drinking water, and many other goverumental resources. We 
must never permit the safety of our I'resident.s—present, past, or future—to lie 
eomproiniseil becaii.se the resources of the (Jovemment were rtot made available 
to the fulle.st extent possible to in.siire their protection. 

It is clear to us from tlie le|:islative history of Pithli'c Law'f)()-3!-51 
that tlie Congress has not iutciKiod that the Secret Ser\ice shoulder 
the entire PVderal financial burdeu of protective activities and that 
section 2 of Public Law 90-3,") 1 was simply intended to put a con- 
gressional stauip of apjn-oval on the e;^i.«ting practice of Federal 
ageiicies pro\idiiig assistance to the Secret Service in connection with 
its protective functions without any requirements for Teilnbut-seiiient. 

It! this respect, w? believe tlie Congress, in its wisdorh. recognized 
that it would be totally impractical for the Secret Service to accurately 
project for budgetary jnirposes the variety of specialized needs whicji 
Gonld occur in tlie total protection environment. Inasmuch as bur 
requests for support are made to a number of different agencies, the 
budgetary impact on any one particular agency is minimized. 

The repeal of section 2 of Public Law JH)-;V?1. at this time, would 
raise a whole host of issues without providing resolutions. F'or instance, 
•\vonld the Secret Service be ivquired to reimburse the Departiix^nt of 
Defense for the purchase, maintenauc'e, operational cost, and security 
of planes utilized by protec.tees, as well as tlie salaries of the crews and 
other support personnel involved, the use of the worldwide communi- 
cations networks, and the .utilization of ordnance bomb disposal and 
other sneciaUz(^d per.sonnel. : 

Along tliese lines. T shrtuld poihtoilt that under the provisiptis of the' 
Public Buildings Act Amendment of 1972, the Secret Service chrrentl.v 
is required to budget and account for all expenditiu'es made for altera- 
tions and the installation of security equipnient at both privately 
owned or leased projK-rty and (Tovernnient-owned and leased property. 

In view of the above, we strongly urge that section '.? of Public Law 
90-3:51 not be repealed as provided by section 10 of the bill before you,' 
and that (he current arrahgements for assistance from other agencies 
which have proved so satisfactory in the past not be disturbed. 
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In the event this committee and the Congress retain the provisions 
of section 2 of Public Law dO-iiM, then the provisions of section 2(1) 
of H.R. 1244 become moot. 

With respect to sections 2(2) and 2(3) of tiie bill, past history 
indicates that in recent years most Presidents have utilized more than 
one residence not in Government ownership or control. Aside from 
the question of whether or not it is desirable to place such restrictions 
on the residences of the President and others who are provided Secret 
Service protection, and perliaps financial hardships as well in the 
event they choose or are forced to move, the $10,000 limitation in 
section 2(3) of the bill on the amount that could be spent on a second 
residence could conceivably result in additional overall protection 
costs. This would almost be a certainty in view of section 3 which 
prohibits the maintenance of a permanent guard detail to secure a 
second residence. 

The rationale for this conclusion is that, notwithstanding the above 
restrictions on the Secret Service, a President or othei- protectee may 
still choose to utilize a second residence. In this event, the Secret 
Service would still be charged with providing the required protection. 
Due to the proposed limitation of $10,rM)0 and the prohibition on 
permanent guards, little could be done to permanently secure a second 
residence. In the absence of the residence being permanently secured, 
the Service would be forced to utilize additional personnel over and 
above the normal protective detail to do a complete inspection of the 
premises before they could lie occupied. Depending on the frequency 
of use, the cost of the additional personnel involved together with 
their travel and per diem expenses plus the extra expense of trans- 
porting equipment, might well exceed what it would otherwise cost 
to secure the premises on a permanent basis in the absence of the pro- 
posed restrictions. 

The requirement for reimbursement in section 6 raises additional 
questions. For instance, the fence installed around the Truman resi- 
dence some years ago at a cost of a little over $5,000 may well be 
worth as much as $50,000 or more at today's fair market prices. Under 
such an assumption, the protectee or an estate would in some instances 
come under a severe financial strain upon termination of protection 
at a particular site should the requirement for reimbursement remain. 

Section 7 of the bill is related to section 2 in that any support 
received from other agencies would l)e subject to reimbursement from 
funds appropriated to the Secret Service. For the same reasons cited 
earlier with respect to section 2, the Service urges that this provision 
not IK" adopted. 

With respect to section 8, it should be noted that the Secret Service 
Las l>een directed by the Subcommittees on Appropriations to sjibmit 
quarterly reports of activities performed and tlie costs incurred to 
file Appropriations Committees of the Congress. I might add, too, that 
under existing law. all records and accounts of expenditures are sub- 
ject to audit by the General Accounting Office. 

In sumnmry. Mr. Chairman, we believe that the procedures already 
established at the direction of the Subcommittees on Appropriations, 
together with existing statutes, are adequate to meet the concerns of 
the Congress with respect to our protective operations. 
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Due to the exigencies of the situation, time did not permit clearance 
of this statement with the Office of Management and Budget. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my remarks, and I shall now lie glad 
to answer any questions you or the other members of the committee 
may have. 

Mr. FLOWTSRS. Well, sir, let's talk in specifics. 
^Ir. BoGGS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FLOWERS. You say that procedures have been worked out where 

Subcommittees on Appropriations will take care of any future pi-ob- 
lenis and you don't need the constraints of law. 1 am not sure that 
that is so. at least from my point of view. You know, we remember 
very well here in 1!)75 the (li.sclosures of 1973 and 1974 insofar as Key 
Biscayne and San Clcmente are concerned, and I wonder if 10 years 
lience we shall have as fresh a recollection of it. and if we don't put 
these constraints into law, they will be lost by the wayside at some 
future date when the Subcommittees on Appropriations might change 
and not liave the same reflective thought on the situation as they 
do now. 

Now, specifically, what procedures have been worked out with the 
Appropriations Subconmiittees which would restrict the expenditure 
or the claim upon otlier agencies to spend funds for a secondary pri- 
vate residence of a President such as the Key Biscaj'ne property of 
former President Nixon. 

Mr. BiKios. First, the internal procedures have been realined. and 
legulations, as I submitted for the recoid. which establish the series 
of necessary approvals as recommended by the General Accounting 
Office, and appear in this bill. 

Mr. FLO\VERS. By wliat agencies? 
Mr. Bo(M!S. Within the Service. In other words, no expenditures 

are made without the approval of the Director or the Deputy Director. 
There is also a fiscal review prior to a request coming to my desk for 
approval. 

>Ir. FLOWERS. But gaining that approval there are no other con- 
straints? In other words, a President, if he happened to be a very 
rich man with worldwide residences such as. for instance, the current 
Vice President of tlie United States, a future Director of the Secret 
Service or Deputy Director might approve more than two residences 
even. 

There is no rule within these regulations that saj's that that will 
be the case, is there? 

Mr. Bo<K)s. No, sir: and in response to that we still feel and main- 
tain that we are fiscally responsible and a judgment factor enters 
into the additional residences as to frequency of use, length of stay. 
These would determine whether permanent installations should l)e 
put in. If it is a residence that is infrequently used, for instance, then 
our decision probably would be no permanent installation. We could 
handle that situation with a tiip package made for protective purposes. 
There are many factors that enter into a final judgment as to whether 
liermanent installations would be made and also the degree of perma- 
nent installation that would l)e put in. 

But in addition to that, if the restriction by law says there will be 
absolutely TIO others, then, of coui-sc, we don't have the flexibility of 
making that determination. 
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• Mr: FTxm-rns. Wfll. one tliiup llie Congress would bo sayii)<^, sliotiUl 
this hill IM' passed^—you know this is a detenuiuatiou of publn'^policy 
that I don't think tho Secret Service is in a position to do for UK— 
it is saying to this President or any future President tliat you are 
on notice that we are going to piotect one private h6me for you and 
that is all and if you don't want the job on that basis. dou"t seek it. 

I think tliat this Congress is going to make that pronouncejnent 
by this legislation. 

AVe provide, 1 think—and this le a matter foi' consideration—a wliole 
lot of i)laceR for the President to visit, military i-oservatiojis, tlie 
Camp IJavid property* of course, the White House, and pne other is 
about the number of houses that a normal President eveii could grow 
accnstoined to. But that is a public policy determination. 

I have no other quest ioJis at this point, sir, and 1 will ask !Mr. iloor- 
head if he does. .. 

Ml-. M(K)KnEAD. Do you feel tlmt this will interfere >»ith your pro- 
tective function in any Avay?      ,   , 

Mr. Boiios. It would interfere with the level of the i)rotection, yes, 
Mr. Congi-essman. . ... 

Mr. MooRUKVD. How? 
Ml'. li(¥5<is.,In that with the I'cstrictioji on the installation of equip- 

ment we are taking away the ability to provide tlxe highest degree of 
secure envii-onment. 

Mr. >ro()RiiTTAi). Doesn't there have to be some kind of limitation 
as to how 7nany of th<'se places should be protected throughout the 
countiy and around tiie world ? 

Mr. H<x;(!s. You ai-e talking about somebody in office? 
^Ir. MooRiiE.\D. Yes. 
\Mr. liocuis. In office, the limitation can be placed oh th.e number of 

places we would pi'otect but that does not preclude the principal from 
going to other places, and our protective responsibility pievails 
re<rardless. 

]Mr.M(X)RHE.xD. I know, but say President P^ord visits YaH, Cok>.— 
and this year he didn't occupy his regular ai)artment, I understand, 
but was ^iven an a))artment—would you think of jxitting in extia 
l>rotective services on a permanent basis in a place where he goes fo;* 
one vacation oidy i . . 

Mr. B(M;<;S. With the one vacation only and 2 weeks a year, no, sir. 
I doubt it.       ... 

Mr. ^bM)RiiK \n. T am not ti-ying to got into Mr. Ford's problem, but 
when you have a situation where perliaps a place he owns isn't u.sod 
very much, you can get into a situation such as we did with President 
Xixon where it looks like the (Jovei'nnient is spendiiyr a.hjt of money 
on i)rivate propn-ty and really the protective need isii'fc'there over a 
long period of time. , 

Mr. Bo(!(w. As I responded to thp chairnjan, a judginent factor will 
enter as to liow much it will be used. If it is 2 weeks a year, our judjr- 
ment would say no. we .would not go to the e.xpensp of putting in 
permanent installations. 

Mr. ^I(K)RiiE.\D. You know, we have (^anip David available. Presi- 
dents all use that; give them one other vacation home they can have, 
and I supi»se you coidd Iiave spots all ovei-, but as a matter of pracr 
ticality Presidents don't liave tmie to get to these places. 
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Mr. BOGUS. "Well, apain^ I am being redundant, but I say in ho tvay 
are we going to restrict a President on the number of places lie may oc 
may not go. out judgment, as I mentioned, as to how i're(]nently will it 
be iised and does it justify permanent instaUation. If so in the long run, 
it may be a saving factor. If he uses it frequently, we can nuike pcima- 
neiit Installations and reduce the necessarj' amount of manpower that 
has to be moved. • 

But as I say, regardless of how many residences or places that the 
limitation may slate, that does not restrict the Pre^sidont or any 
protectee fi'om going to an}' munber of other places, and we still 
have to protect him. 

Mr. MooKiiKAD. \M\at will be tTie iih^act of the reimbursement 
re(|uircments Under this bill on your budget if ' 

yiv. Booc.s. Again, as we point out—and Sir. Keller addVessed hitn- 
self to this—the ability to protect tlie bndgetan' need for support we 
obtain may not be insurmountable, as he say.s. but it is a very diflficulti 
thing to do. because we not only obtain support from GS.\. which 
is all reimbnrsable now and in our luidget, but'fi-om the Department of 
Defense and other agencies. 'I 

^Tr. AfooRiiEAD. You reimburse the GSA now?      ' "• ''' ""'• ''•"' 
Mr. BoGGS. Yes, we do. ••.•,- I    ,.;.„,. ,v ;• 
>Ir. MooRiiEAD. That part wouldn't make much differen<*e to you. 
Mr. Boons. Xo, but it would have a yery definite inflationary impact 

on our budget. '"' '    .'     1 ' •'•  " "' 
Mr. ^loonirKAD. What do you tbirik of theliriVitntiou on protecting 

PresidcTitial widows, such as we were considering last year? 
^h: Boons. Again, as I mcTitioned. Congress passed a law that we 

])i-otect the widows of former President, and we follow what we 
are required to do. We have inti'odiiced a legislative package which 
is in the Treasury Department now. We have recommended a change 
in title 18, section 30.5fi, to limit the protection of widows of former 
Presidents to a period of 6 months after death of the President. 

^Ir. ^VfooitiiEAD. Will the fact of GAO access do any particular 
harm ? 

^Ir. BoGGS. There is no harm. Tliey have that authority now, and 
T would hate to think we were uncooperative at any time. They have 
the authority, they have access to our files. Under the new system it 
is even easier to capture the figures and facts they are looking for, 
and. ^s I say. T think that sectio)i is a redundancy in that they can 
come in at any time. 

Mr. MooniiEAD. Insofar as the section 10 we are talkinir about, on 
the surface at least, it relates to major Presidential and Vice Presi- 
dential candidates? 

Mr. BooGS. T am sorry, T didn't understand that. 
MI-. ilooRiiEAo. You were referring to section 10 of the bill. Section 

2 of the act entitled "An Act to authorize the T'nited States Secret 
Service to furnish orotection to major Presidential and Vice Presi- 
dential candidates." 

Mr. BooGS. But that section 2 is tlie broad language of tlie authority 
pf the Director of the Secret Service to call upon any Federal a^encv 
in its protective mission. TJiat is not restricted only to candidate 
nominees. " '    *• 



Mr. MooRiiEAD. One thinp I wantod to be sure, we are not taking 
awav vour authority to protect major candidates? 

Afr."Bo<i«8. That Is covered in section 1 of 90-331. Section 2 is merely 
the ability to call upon other agencies for support on a nonreimburs- 
able basis. 

^fr. MooniiEAn. Thank you very much. 
Mr. FLOWERS. MI-. Danielson. 
Mr. D-VNiEijiiON. Thank you. Mr. Chairman. 
That portion of your statement wiiich you had completed before I 

arrived, I have now read, so I am familiar with the entire statement. 
As I see it, you make a few comments here which I think we must 

consider. You inade the comments to the effect that the implementation 
of the bill as a law, the one that we passed last year, might conceivably 
cause added expenses in some respect. 

I think Ix'fore we pass out this bill, if we do. I will want more 
detail on that because my purpo.se is to combiiu' optimum protection 
for the Ptvsident with the most efficient ust> of money. 

Beyond that, I am going to make a couple of comments. I think 
perhaps the Secret Service has totally missed the point of the legisla- 
tion that went out of this committee last year. In going through your 
statement. I see repeated refeiences^ to the fact, apparently, that tiic 
Subconnnittees on Ai)propriations of the House and the Senate luive 
given instru<'tions to do thus and so. and they have set up guidelines. 

Fioni that, since it is repeated througiiout the statement, I can only 
infer that you feel that ovei-sight should be exercised liy and super- 
vision should be exeicised by and autiiority granted by the Appro[)ria- 
tions Subcommittee. 

I want to set the record straight. As far as this Meml)er of Congress 
is concerned, oversight and authorization are tiie responsibilities of 
tlie legislative ))olicy connnittees, s>uh as the Judiciaiy Committee. 
It is the function of the Appropiiatious Committee only to make 
appropriations within the authoiity which is granted to them by tlie 
legislative committees. And this connnittee will do the autliorizing, 
not the Appropriations Committee. 

I know it has been a sloppy practice of the Conarress in the past to 
legislate open-ended authorizations, in effect stating that there is 
authorized to l>e appropriated such amount as tiie Appropriations 
Committee deems fit. 

As far as this Meml)er of Congress is concerned, that is now history. 
clos(>d, it is not negotiable. On(> middje section of a paiagi-aph referred 
to the "careful i-eview by the House and .Senate Suln^ommittees on 
Ai)proi)riations that have the responsibility for recommending funds." 
Krror No. 1: tliev have no responsibility for i-ecommending funds. 
They nuist act witliin tlie authority that we grant them. 

Next line. "At tlie dii'ection of the .Subcommittees on A])propriations 
and with the assistance of their staffs, we have de\'eloped" plans. Well, 
again. T want you to be in tune witli tlie times, tluxt liere is where the 
dii'ection comes from, and not the .Subcommittees on Ai))n'opriations. 

I do not wish to make any artificial limitation on the funds needed 
to provide optimum security, but the oversijrht will l»e done here, and 
I ho|X' the Secret Service will recognize that is one of the facts of 
legislative life, governmental life, and will a.ssist us in meeting our 
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joint responsibility of adequate optimum security without a needless 
waste of the tax funds. 

You stated at the top of page T  
That It would lie totally impractical for the Secret Service to accurately project 

for budgetary purposes the variety of specialized needs which could occur  

Et cetera. 
It may be difficult, but I submit that it is going to be the obligation 

of the Secret Service to project for budgetaiy purposes whatever those 
expenditures are going to be. You are going to have to either do it 
here or you are going to have to do it before the Sul)conunittee on 
Appropriations, and before the Subcommittee on Appropriations has 
that authority, it will have to be justified here, so you might as well get 
your accountants to work to do some budgeting as far as I am con- 
cerned. 

On page 9 you refer to permanent security for residences. 
I suppose we could get into a philosophical debate on what is perma- 

nent security but I have said optimum security because I want to 
distinguish. I presume we could have a greater security for Presidents 
if we had a series of little Fort Knoxes around the world, regardless 
of whether it is liere, or the Atlantic coast, or someplace else that would 
be involved. 

That is obviously not practical. T think we need reasonable optimum 
security and discretion and conunonsense have to be factors in how 
much security we provide. 

You mentioned the Truman fence, a fence aiwind the Tnunan 
residence installed, I assiune in 1945 or thereabouts, at a cost of $."),()()(). 
It may well l)e worth as much as $r)().()(K) at today's fair market price. 
Maylie you have a valid point. Perhaps in reviewing the bill we sliould 
say fair market value, depreciated, or some such thing. That can be 
taken care of by standard accounting procedures. 

As a matter of curiosity, I have seen that residence and seen the 
fence. Wliat in the world is it made of'. 

Mr. KoG<}s. Wrought iron. 
Mr. I)ANiEi>iox. Is it anywhere near as expensive as the aluminum 

fence at Hiscayne 'i 
Mr. BocKJs. It would depend on the current cost of installation. 
Mr. DANIELSOX. What is wrong with chain link fences? They are 

pot beautiful but you could have a hedge around them to cover them. 
They are horse high, hog tight, and bull strong, as we used to say 
back on the farm. Are they good security < 

Mr. Bo(jos. In some instances, yes. In some instances, no. One of 
the factors is that the protectee has to give approval for tlie installation. 

Mr. DAXIELSOX. I think proper urging from tlie Congress  
Mr. Bf)o<!s. We have been turned down on chain link fences. 
Mr. DANIEI-SOX. Next time enlist our aid. I think with .some planting 

or whatever is apjuopriate in the geography, planted around the chain 
link, you luive a good security. 

Mr. Fi^nvKus. Would the gentleman yield? 
Here is a Californian picking on a Florida property. How would 

a chain link fence look out in California obscuring the beautiful land- 
scai^? 
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ilr. DAXIELSOX] liibiscns aiouncl it, oloandpr. We have a multitude 
of beautiful plants, bushes, vines we can grow there, ivy. In our bene- 
licient climate you can take the ugliest fence in the world and make 
it beautiful—no problem. 

Mr. FLOWERS. Mrs. Jordan.       ' 
Ms. JoRDAx. How are decisions made within the context of the 

Secret Service agency about the imturo and the extent of tMjuipment 
\Vhicli must be instaJled or changes which must be made in a residciice 
in order to protect the protccteei? AVho makes that decision, and how 
do you arrive at that decision if How many people aie iu\olv('d in it ^ 

Mr. BoGGS. A new residence, for instance, will start witli a survey 
conducted by our experts in various fields, the i)hysical })rotcction, 
technical, fire protection, whether alanns may be needed, this type of 
thing. Tliey make a recommendation on the survey of certain type of 
ecpiipment and the installations that should be made. 

Afs. JORDAN. Are these experts employed in the Secret Service 
agency ? 

>f r. BooGS. Yes: that recommendation goes to the appropriate Assist- 
a7it Director, Mr. Hill, who reviews the recommendations made by 
the technicians. He may make changes and reduce it or increase it, 
depending on his judgment and the judgment of liis staff at that timet 
It then goes to the Assistant Director for Administration, who has 
the fiscal responsibility in making the review as to what our recom- 
mendations are with the estimated cost: Is that a fair cost? Can we 
afford it'. If he then approves it, it comes to my desk and I make 
the final review on it. 

Ms. JORDAN-. DO you ever consult with the representatives of the 
Presidents? 

Mr. PoGGs. It has to be done for any installation made on private 
property, yes. Not as to the typo of equipment. In other words, I 
shouldn't say that we need a fence. We have been turned down on chain 
link fences. Determination sometimes is made as to esthetics, as it 
matches the esthetics of the property. The esthetics sometimes enter 
into it. Do our recommendations meet tlie esthetics of the property 
and the neighborhood where it is to be installed ? 

Otiier people have to look at it as well. It can't be objectionable to 
the community. However, we make a recommendation in the light of 
what will be acce])ted aiul at the most reasonable cost. 

Ms. JORDAN. DO you give greater weight to protection than to 
e.sthetics? 

Mr. BoGGs. Yes: very definitely. 
Ms. JORDAN, (^nce you make the determination of cost, you make 

that final determination ; is that correct? 
Mr. BoGGs. Not necessarily as to cost hut as to need and can we meet 

the costs and is it reasonable ? 
Ms. JoKDAx. Throughont your testimony vou talk about how com^ 

plicated the reimbursement requirement would make your procedures. 
I cannot quite miderstand why a i-eimbursement feature, if enacted 
into law. would complicate your proceedings. 

Mr. Bo<}GS. We are talking alx^iit one tiling. Miss Jordan. We are 
talking about installation. We Ix-ar the cost of that. There are other 
things involved. AVe request aircraft and highlv specialized support 
personnel such as bomb disposal ordnance people. There is more than 
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oiie tyiie of support that we have utilized from lOther deimrtiuents, 
other than just insstaHation. 

Afs. JdRDAx. You don't want to pay tlxem for tlie use of their sup- 
porting service ? 

Mr. Bo(Mj». We are talking about the very difficult task to project 
budgetary costs in, thin area of transportation, personnel used fionr 
other depiii;tn>ents, experts from other (le.i)artinents. becausi' we cannot 
predict the traveling of our protectees. "\\'e do not know liow nuu'h the 
President is going to travel, or the Vice President, and we have other 
protectees. 

Tiiere has been great direction here on the Pivsident. which is our 
highest priority, but we have several other protectees. many other 
pn)tectees; 140 foreigti dignitaiies hist year that we have to move with 
aroiuid tlie comitiy. This is where the othej- support enters into it to 
a great extent, other than the permanent installations. To project that 
m a budgetary process, it is a very difficult thing. 

^rs. JORDAN. It could be done, right i 
Mr. BooGH. T lean to my fiscal expeit on that. 

.  Ms. JonoAjv. (Jould it be done< Could you make a pi-ojoction of that 
kind? • '       - • 

. Mr, IJO.VO. If the Congivss requii"od- it, we would attempt it. 
•  Afs. JORDAN. No further queatJons. • . i'   •      •.'   '  . 

^fi-. Fr.owERS. Thank you. :       •       •.  . . 
.Mr. MaKzoli, ' • .' •. ;•• .•.••• 

Mr. M.vAxoiA. Thank you. ^Ir. Chairman. 
• Mr. Boggs, I would like to ask yoij—yon mentioned the judgment 

factor which would l)e involved aud hovr much and the extent to which 
security devices will be installed. This would prohibit and jjorhapa 
minimize tlut dangei's of abuse of the system'. I would ask you this 
question: Were these judgment factore involved in judgments with 
i-espect to San Clemente and with respect to Key Biscayne? Are there 
some new procedures now you would perhaps levy against these pro- 
posed projects that you didn't before? 

Mr. Boons. In the s<Mi6e of San Clemente and Key Bi.soayne,'as far 
as I am concerned, the installations the Secret Service rantle were 
necessary. The same judgment factoi- was there as far as need and the 
type of (iquipment and iiistallation (hat might be needed. 

Mr. MAZZOI.T. IS not your judgment factor practically constrained, 
limited by the fact.that in your set of nuinirements back heie you 
demand concurrence of the protectee? This would mean that you aio 
not going to get your strong fence, whidi is good security and maybe 
not esthetically too Ix-autiful, but the ]5rotectee does not want it: he 
wants-some sort of classic aluminum. How can you say there is a judg- 
ment factor when your judgment is con<litioned by what the protectee 
wants? 

ifr. Bonos. Not necessarily what the protectee wants. Mr. Congi-ess- 
man. Let me use an example of the wall at San Clemente. if voirwill. 

That is a community. Congressman Danielson has Ijoen there and 
knows the t_ype of community, constniction, Imildinsr restrictions, and 
in a private conununity tlie deteiinination indicated that we needed a 
wall for security purposes. So we came up with i-enderings of walls 
that would match the esthetics and meet our purposes. One of the 
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tliiee was appfoved. The cost factor was practically the same in all 
three as far as tliat was concerned. 

In other areas we recommend a chain-link fence, and we will do tliat. 
Mr. MAZZOM. If I were the protwtee and had a mansion somewhere, 

I would want the top dollar I could get out of it afterwards and try 
to put the top dollar into it. It would seem to ine I would turn down 
cliuiii-link fences. That would be my judgment as to protection and 
looking to the future upon retirement. 

.Vs I understand these things. I again look at least currently at the 
fair market values of wliatever is installed. It seems to me that there 
aie some questions as to why the concurrence is required. I would ask 
you that question, why is concurrence required ? 

Mr. Booos. The concurrence is required, will they let us make an 
installation on tlieir property ? 

Mr. MAZZOM. If tliey don't? 
Mr. lioGGS. Tlien we have to realine our security level and substitute 

manpower where needed. 
Mr. MAZZOI.I. Peihaps if the President makes a judgment he does not 

want a chain-link fence, a cast-iron thing, who decides whether he is 
to get it ? 

Mr. Booos. It does not mean we agree we will put in a cast-iron fence. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. YOU think the concurrence is a requirement in this 

whole procedure? 
Mr. Booos. Concurrence to allow us to make an installation on their 

private property. 
Mr. MAZZOM. If you say to the President, "I concur, you need a 

fence." you take it from there or do you have any further opportunities 
to decide what kind of fence ? 

Mr. Booos. We would and have submitted rendeinng suggestions on 
the type of fence we would put in that would meet the needs and also 
in some instances meet the esthetics. If that is not acceptable, we arc 
not going above that dollar figure, to the best of my knowledge, to 
meet a desire because they want something fancier. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Would not the fact that you can no lojiger shift these 
•costs to GSA or some other agency of government result in a compat- 
ible move here < Tliat would make this thing very clear cut i 

Mr. BcxKis. It has already been done. Mr. Congressman. Those in- 
stallations we pay for. That is in our budget. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Currently in your budget. That would not change? 
Mr. B(x?os. No. sir. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. On page 10 of your statement you mention that under 

sucii an assumption, a $5().()()0 fence versus the $r).(HK) fence the Con- 
gressman talked alx)ut earlier, under such an assumption the pi'o- 
tectee or GSA would in some cases come under severe, financial strain 
upon termination of protection if you are challensrinsr the reimburse- 
ment section. As I xmdei-stand that section. Mr. Cliairman. that pro- 
tectee could order it removed in a property rehabilitated at our 
expense? 

Mr. Booos. That is correct. 
^fr. MAZZOLI. Wliat is the problem ? 
Mr. Bwsfls. Tiie reference to tiiat, .Mr. Congressman, was if we put a 

fence in 20 yeai-s aero at $5,000 and tlie protect^'e had to be reimbureed 
for that at todavs fair market value. 



Mr. MAZZOLI. They won't have to reimburse us ? They can say to you, 
"Take the fence out. I can not afford to i-eimburse you"^ 

Mr. BoGGS. Tliat is rijrlit. The removal of that fence would cost more. 
This gets into the economic feasibility study and the result of that 
determination made is it is not feasible to remove it, then it goes to the 
property owner for an agreement as to whether it remains or does not 
remain. If he says take it out. we take it out. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. If I may correct you, the property owner always has 
-the right of last refusal; they can order the U.S. Government to 
remove that fence. "I cannot afford to reimburse the U.S. Government 
$50,000 appreciated cost" i 

Mr. BoGGS. Absolutely. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. We don't have the little old lady example in that situ- 

ation. You seem to make a case here for that. 
Mr. BoGGS. I was merely commenting on the reimbursement at fair 

market value at current prices. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. Reimbui-sement would not have to occur? 
Mr. BoGGK. If you have to remove it, no. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. We would have to pay in the last analysis? 
Mr. Booos. On the other hand, if they didn't make a reimbursement 

at fair market value, there may be some reason to leave it there, which 
costs the Government less. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. AS I understand it. the protectoc has the option of 
accepting the enhancement and reimbursing the government for it or 
ordering the Government to remove the enhancement and restore the 
property to its previous condition at no cost to the protectee? 

Mr. BcKSGS. Correct. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. Accordingly, at page 10 you appear to misrepresent 

the situation. To the extent you don't have the little old lady situation 
who is faced with the problem of whether she is either going to pay 
ifin<),000 for a $.5,000 fence or not. she can always ordei* the U.S. Govern- 
ment to remove the fence, and she does not pay one cent for the removal 
and does not pay fo!- any property enhancement i 

Ml'. BoGGS. That is correct. 
Mr. MCBRIEN. PJXCUSC me; wouldn't we. though, have then a situa- 

tion where we had a fence which was worth $5,000 when installed? Its 
fair market value is now $50,000. Your nice little lady wants it 
removed, and the removal and restoration costs for the P^ederal Gov- 
ernment would be $10,000, or something like that. Isn't it more reason- 
able to leave it on the property ? 

Mr. MAZZOLI. The i)oint is, maybe we shoidd never have installed 
the fence in the first place. This gets us to the idea of why concurrence 
is needed on what sort of initial installation. Because of the fact that 
you have property vahies that have histoiically l)een appreciating, 
that is the problem, and that is what we say about this factor that the 
gentleman was talking about, this judgment factor. 

I don't see it. That is the probleuL 
Mr. DANIKIVSON. AVould the gentleman yield for an observation? 
I tliink these changes in fair market value, that provision of the bill 

could easily be accommodated. Without saying it is a gwxl idea, one 
occurs to me. You could liave a i)rovision the protectee could retain the 
fence at current fair market value or cost, whichever is the les.ser. 
Then your $50,000 fence would cost $5,000 and you can have it. 
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• Mr. 'BcxHis. That is basically wjiat it is now. This is the way it is 
now and this is the way we are proceediiifr ou Kpy lilaqiiyixe. 

Mr. MAZZOI.I. Tliaiik yon. Mi'. Chai nnaii. 
Mr. FLOWERS. I ajirce witli the <ieiitloman fioiii CaUforiiia. That 

liiieht be a likely amejidment to ])ut in the leu:ishitioii. 
The  centlenian from New York. 
Mr. PA'msoN'. I have a couple of questions. 
Mr. IJoojjrs, I take it what you are sayinjr relates to the budiretary 

problems, reimbursements from othei- govenunental agencies. Is that 
piven t]u> fact that you don't know whei-e the President is jioiufr to jjco 
or under what conditions: you have no way of estimatiiifr what your 
budpetarv needs or equipment is goinfj to required Indeed, if you did 
have to do that, what you would have to do is—I will direct this to 
Mr. Hill—simply make an enormously largfc budget estimate and live 
within that? 

Mr. I^ooos. The answei- is yes. We would have to do that. 
MI-. PATTISOX. Let us pet back to the abuse at Key Biscayne and 

San Clemente. Assuminc tliose were abuses, what things were put in 
that perhaj)s were a little more irrand than were needed? Would you 
say those abuses wei'c primarily due to method or people tiiat were 
involrod in makinjr the decisions? Has that been corrected at tliis 
point ? 

Mr. Bonos. It has been convcted. T am the one wlio made those 
decisions. Mr. Congressman, durinjr San C^Iemente and Key Biscayne. 
I feel today the decisions T made idtimately were necessaryto prorido 
protection and satisfy our mission.' ' 

T would say that obviously we thought we webe wudent then, aJid 
I am convinced we are more prudent now. 

Ml'. PATTISOX. Thovc was some testimony and newspaper leports 
about things beinp ordered essentially In' the. President's lawyer. 

^fr. Booos. We had nothinjr to do with that. I am sorr\'. We stand 
firm we were not involved in that. ' 

Mr. PATIISOX. Those wei-e the thingR that, were troubling the Con- 
gress the most. - • 

yw. IVooos. Tliat may well lie. but the Secret Service was-not in- 
volved in that. ••'       ' •• • 

Mr. PA-msox. Thnn'kyou veiT much. 
Ml'. FLOWRUS. Let me ask you who was involved. Sav Mr. Kebozo 

or Mr. Kalmbiich called up the GSA and said. "Hey. do this." That 
is what the jrentleman is talking about. "The fire])lace at San Clemente. 
ive want a $8,000 exhaust fah put in the fireplace at San Clemente." 

T'nder your revised pMK'edures. who is poinp to stop that ? 
Afr. Boor.s. We woirt be in a position to stop it because that is not 

within our jmrview at all, exhaust fan. We put that in, not GSA. 
It is tine that didn't come out in any of the hearings. That is a past 
issue wliv it was put in. 

Mr. FLOWERS. T^et me ask you this: If the Secret Service ordered 
that j)Ut in. would that be put in under your current procedures? 

Mr. BoGos. If it were needed for the purpose it was needed then. yes. 
Mr. FLOWERS. Which would be  
Mr. Booos. The new fireplace put in was not functioning properly. 

•It was smoking in the room and kicking off our smoke detectors evciy 
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30 niiiuites. "We had our exports, fii-e expert? and technical ^xpbWs, 
make a review as to what we could do to prevent smoke detectors, high 
false alarm rate which was utilizing niauiwwer in response and very 
bad working procedure. They said. "Put in an exhaust fan." 

^fr. Fr.owERS. Smoke detectors? 
Mr. BocGS. Yes. .     . 
^Ir. FLo\\i:ns. Fire alarm sys-tem ? 
Mr. BoGGs. The smoke detectors implanted in the room, in the fir© 

alarm system. The smoke from the fireplace was kicking otf the smoke 
detectors at a very high rate. We put in the exhaust fan. I will accept 
the lesponsibility.for that. 

Mr. FrxiwKRs.'It occurs to me, and without belaboring this, if the 
President is there, the only way that you can protect him is if he is 
there to be protected. I can understand the securing of a place so that 
you don't have to go back through it all the time and make sure that 
iiad guys didn't come in in the dark of night and lay in wait. But with 
as many people around San Clemente as there would be when he is 
there. I wouldn't imagine not discovering a fire. 

yU: BfKsas. We did discover a fire but it was a TeAult of our fire 
detection system. 

Mr. FLOWEUS. Tt would have been discovered otherwise? 
Mr. BooGs. It may not. It was within the walls. It may not have been 

detected before it became luicontrollable because it was within the 
walls. Tiiose walls were H feet thick, hollow, and the fii-e could travel 
through the walls in the absence of detection systems. 

Mr. FLO-V\T:RS. I have no further questions. 
Mr. DAXIKL.SOX. Mr. Chairman ? 
^Ir. FLOWERS. Yes. 
]Mi-. DANii:r>!0N. You intrigue me with this fire in the wall. "\^liat 

was tlie cause of that, wiring?   • 
Mr. BoGos. The fire in the wall ? 
Mr. DAXIELSOX. Yes. 
Mr. lioGGS. It was a result of that same fireplace, a result of the con- 

st i-uction of the same fireplace that was faulty. 
Mr. DAXIELSOX. Thoe had been a firo in the fireplace and the fire- 

place in some manner was faultv and therefoiv fire got into the walls, 
is that it? 

Mr. BoGGs. To go into a little detail, they didn't have a firebrick con- 
stniction in the fireplace, and they have a technical term for it—I for- 
get what it is. I2ach time you built a fire it cliarred the timbers beneath 
tlie fireplace and eats a little deeper until it reaches a point where it 
fiares into a fire. That is a cumulative thing which takes a pei-iod of 
time to happen. This is what ha])|)eno(l thei-e. 

Mr. DAXIELSOX. Did you thereafter reline the fireplace with 
good  • 

Mr. BooGs. We didn't. Tliey did. We told them what caused the 
fire. As a result- '- 

MI-. I")AXIEL.SOX. Yoti mean the Ni.xon household ? 
Mr. BoGGs. Yes, sir. 
Mr. DAXIKT.SOX'. What T am cefting at heie is. it would seem to mo 

that without .^ome'type of budgetary responsibility, some limitation, 
a protectee could acquire any old (lelightful-looking- house and, in 
effect, for security jjurposcs have it restored. 
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Mr. BoGOs. I disagree, sir. 
Mr. DAXIKUSON. We talk alwut exhau.st fans. I think there was some* 

phimbing tliat was improved down there 'i 
Mr. BcMios. No. sir. just the waterlines to our standpipe for firehoses^ 
Mr. DANIEI-SOX. Tliere was something: anyway. I call pipes, water- 

lines, plumbinjr. Ifs not technically correct but that is the way 1 call 
it. I think the orentleman's comments do illustrate that we must put 
some type of budgetary control on this. I don't want the gentleman to- 
misunderstand me. I think the Secret Service does a magnificent job of 
providing protection but I think we have to come to a recognition that 
there must be an optimum protection at a reasonable cost. 

I suppose that if the President is strongwilled enough and adven- 
turous enough to want to go out and make himself consciously a target 
for somebody, he probably would veto at that point our responsi- 
bility to protect. I hope we don't elect somelK)dy with those tendencies. 

I am not criticizing the efficiency and the effectiveness of the Secret 
Service's professioiuil work in protection. I do think, though, that the 
Congress has been irresponsible in allowing this thing to go without 
any guidelines, elfective guidelines at all. As far as t am concerned, 
I think that it is one of my responsibilities to try to help meet it. and I 
am going to discharge that responsibility. 

>Ir. FLOWERS. Would the gentleman agree if we passed this legisla- 
tion, we would be attempting to help ? 

Mr. DAXIELSON. That is right. 
Mr. Fu)WERs. The pur|x)se would be to establish guidelines and help 

you folks do your job within certain rules and regulations. That would 
be the only purposl^ not to restrict you but give you guidelines. 

ifr. MAZZOI.I. Would the gentleman yield ? 
I would make this observation. I think that is exactly right. I don't 

think you have any bargaining power and very little leverage. Your 
function, which, as the gentleman from California suggested is being 
performed superbly, is protection of the President. To that Me cer- 
tainly dotf our hats. You have very little strength to bring to bear 
upon the prestigious President or the President's lady, who might 
herself have some elaborate grandiose view of her place in history. 
You really can't put any pressure on those people to accept security 
at a reasonable cost. 

We can give you the option, hopefully the muscle, to be able to take 
the reasonable cost, and you tell us what is security. We will have to 
defer to that judgment. Then we, I hope, can give you what you need, 
which is some le\'erage and strength to acquire this property at a 
reasonable cost. 

Mr. Fix)WERS. Mr. Pattison. 
Ml-. PATTISOX. What would you think of a jirovision that goes some- 

thing like this: Once a protective device was necessary iii the judgment 
of the Secret Service, and the Secret Service recommended a certain 
technical device, and the protectee rejected that on personal grounds^ 
that it would thereafter be installed. Taking the example of the chain 
link fence and the wrought iron fence the difference between the cost 
of what was originally recojnmended and that installed could be 
charged to the protectee at the end of his term; would that solve some? 
of the ijroblems'{ 
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Mr. B0008. That is in there somewhere to some degree. The assump- 
tion tliere, Mr. Congressman, is that we would have to conform exactly 
to the wishes of the protectee as to the type of installation. We don't 
even do that now. 

Mr. PATTISOX. I am trying to get away from this problem that we 
appear to have had where the Secret Service recommends a protective 
device which is adequate to the job of protecting and the protectee- 
decides that esthetictilly—and I don't think the Secret Service should 
be unmindful of esthetics either—but the Secret Seivice decides and 
the protectee decides what he wants is something much grander that 
would enhance the value of the property. We are all in favor of pro- 
tecting the Pi-esident. or the protectee. and we don't want to do it at 
anymore than what the cost of the protection should l)e. 

Mr. BiMHJs. I would say that particulai- device has already been 
used, in that when we make recommendations for certain installations 
and the protectee wanted something a little different. We said. "We can 
only pay this much." They have paid the difference. That has been 
done. 

Ms. JoRDAX. Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. FLOWERS. Yes. 
Ms. JORDAN. I would like to know, did the Secret Service change- 

anything it was doing as a result of the helicopter landing on tiie 
\^^ute House lawn and the gate crash recently ? 

Mr. B(X}(is. As far as the gate crash recently, we very definitely are 
revising a gate study. A study has been conducted and presented, or is 
being presented Jlonday to Treasury for ai)proval as to different types 
of gates. This has to go through many things, the Historical Society 
and National Pajk Service. AVe are not the only ones that have a voice 
in tliat. That, of course, is underway. 

As far as the helicopter landing, yes, we have made definite studies 
and revisions, to the extent we can. As one Congressman said, we cannot 
surround our White House with antiaircraft. This is a problem that we 
live with. 

We maintain the maximimi flexibility possible with that which is 
acceptable. There is always a restraint on the Secret Service in the 
pi-otective mission. We know that we cannot come up with an armed 
garrison unacceptable to the protectee or the American people. This 
is something always under consideration. 

Mr. FLOWERS. Gentlemen, we appreciate your being with us this 
morning and presenting your points of view. They will certainly be 
considered. We have no further witnesses .scheduled, so we will close- 
this hearing. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. li(Kj<j8. Thank you. 
[Whereupon, at 11:45 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned.] 
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